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Video analysis of classroom practice as a tool in teacher professional learning has become ever more widely used, with
hundreds of articles published on the topic over the past decade. When designing effective professional development for
teachers using video, facilitators tum to the literature to identify promising approaches. This article offers a comprehensive, systematic review of the international literature on video
viewing in teacher education and professional development.
Over 100 articles published in a five-year period between
2012-2016 were collected and findings examined as data in
regards to the contexts for the use of video in teacher learning, the type and focus of the video observation, and teachers'
and facilitators' activities as they view classroom video.
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INTRODUCTION
Researchers first began to explore the use of video in teacher education in the early 1970's. As the use of digital video recording has steadily
increased, studies published on its applications have multiplied. A steady
stream of research has been focusing on video analysis of teaching since the
1990's, and meta-analyses and syntheses have marked its evolution at various stopping points along the way. These research syntheses are helpful for
teacher educators who want to optimize the use of video, and to build upon
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and add to the evidence-base of effective approaches, as video is still emerging as a technological tool in teacher development. Meta-analyses also provide important insights into where the research has been and is going, who
is carrying out the research, and what gaps can be addressed in future initiatives. Understanding promising practices in the use of video for teacher
education has become especially important in light of the general movement
in the US towards a more practice-based, clinically-rich teacher education
(Grossman, 2010).
One persistent gap, noted in all of these syntheses, is specific understanding of the facilitation moves actually employed by those who lead the
video analysis process with teachers. This is an important area to explore,
for without understanding how video analysis is being conducted, it makes
the work impossible to replicate. The purpose of this systematic review is to
generate more refined knowledge about how facilitation of video analysis
in teacher education is carried out in order to bring those practices forward
for the benefit of teacher educators, coaches, and all who support teacher
development. Understanding more specifics about how facilitation of video
analysis is being conducted can also support ongoing research and expansion of these promising practices in teacher learning.

THE SYSTEMATIC REVIEW
Adapted from its wide use in the health sciences, a systematic review is
a highly structured, qualitative analysis combining findings from completed
empirical studies (Sandelowski, Barroso & Voils, 2007). A systematic review results in a summary of evidence on a particular topic, typically by an
expert or expert panel that uses a rigorous process for identifying, appraising, and synthesizing included studies. It should include not only a reproducible literature search strategy but also a clearly articulated and reproducible strategy for including/excluding studies and assessing the quality of the
individual studies. Through a systematic review, researchers can connect "a
set of potentially underutilized empirical studies in a way that enhance[s]
the utility and relevance of these smaller-scale studies ...treating the findings
of primarily qualitative studies as data" (Bums, Jacobs & Yendol-Hoppey,
2016, p. 48). It is particularly beneficial in the field of education to organize
and shed light on aspects of practice that are complex and dynamic, in order
to make it easier for policy-makers, teacher educators, and administrators to
access findings across a large set of studies.
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Prior Systematic Reviews of Video Analysis in Teacher Education
There were several literature reviews conducted during the six years included in this study (2011-2016) in the area of video analysis for teacher education. Each took a different view on the research and yet all pointed to a
need for future studies to clarify the what (content, length) of video materials and the how (viewing tasks, facilitation). First within our reviewed time
period is Fukkink, Trienekens and Kramer's (2011) meta-analysis in which
they examined the impact of video feedback on the development of nurses',
social workers', counselors' and teachers' interactional skills. In their analysis, they examined only quantitative research which reported on the statistical data required to calculate an effect measure, resulting in 33 included
studies. They found significant positive effects on skill development, which
they attribute to the combination of the video feedback along with observation viewers' guides that directed the professionals' attention to particular
micro-skills. At the same time, they raised the concern that "the lack of detailed information in the research reports makes it difficult to classify the
content of the [video feedback] interventions" (p. 58). The authors called
for greater transparency in studies of video analysis in terms of the nature of
the clips themselves and the nature of the processes by which viewers inter·
act with the video.
In 2012, Tripp and Rich reviewed studies of teachers examining their
own practice via video in order to point to key findings and to suggest gaps
in the research. They reviewed 63 articles published between 1980 and 2010
and noted that more than 50 had been published since 2000, thus indicating
an increasing body of research in this area. They coded the studies along 6
dimensions: (1) type of reflection tasks, (2) the guidance or facilitation of
reflection, (3) individual and collaborative reflection, (4) video length, (5)
number of reflections and (6) ways of measuring reflection. They concluded that in each of these six areas, multiple approaches had been undertaken
with teachers. They noted that there were many questions left unanswered,
from how many times a video should ideally be viewed, to how teachers
might best be guided through the reflective process.
Nagro and Cornelius (2013) also reviewed the research on video analysis, this time applying the criteria used in the U.S. Department of Education's
Institute of Education Sciences' What Works Clearinghouse C:WWC) to screen
the studies, starting from 1973 forward. The review only included studies
which utilized a quasi-experimental design or randomized control trials, with
video analysis as the intervention and teacher change as the outcome measure. These rigorous criteria reduced the list to seven studies, which provided
strong evidence for the use of video as a tool in teacher learning.
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In 2013, Blomberg et al. provided a research synthesis of video in preservice teacher learning organized into "five research-based heuristics" (p.
90). This working framework for the implementation of video as a learning
object in teacher education included (1) the identification of learning goals,
(2) choosfng an instructional approach, (3) selecting appropriate video materials to suit the goals and approach, (4) minimizing limitations, and (5)
aligning assessment of the experience to the goals and instruction (p. 95).
This study reinforced the notion that video cannot simply be implem~nted
but is a material that has to be carefully situated within a larger professional
learning process. They raised concerns about the limited potential for replicability given the vagueness of many studies' approaches and goals, concluding that "the use of video is mostly described in quite general terms;
when in fact, it is the details of how video is integrated into instruction that
seem to determine its effectiveness" (p. 94).
In 2014, Marsh and Mitchell reviewed research on video in teacher
development published between 1990 and 2013, but it is unc~ear w~at the
exclusion/inclusion criteria were and the total number of studies reviewed.
However, the authors organized the findings from the studies they reviewed
along two main dimensions: (1) video's potential to be used to develop
teacher reflection; and (2) its potential to build teachers' noticing skills.
They pointed to the need for better understanding of how to best select
length, content, and tasks to maximize video's potential as a teacher development tool. While they emphasized that there was "significant evidence
that the capacity of video to enhance teacher learning is dependent on the
interactions and reflections amongst learners stimulated and informed by
sessions of video viewing" (p. 413), they also found a lack of clarity about
facilitation processes in the studies they reviewed.
Gaudin and Chalies (2015) carried out a comprehensive review of video
analysis in teacher education that included 255 studies from 2003 through
2014, from contributors all over the world. Their study highlighted the fact
that video analysis is an activity that takes place across the whole spectrum of teacher development, from pre-service to in-service teacher learning, across all disciplinary boundaries, and in the education of ~eachers in
diverse settings. Interestingly, their analysis explored the theoretical underpinnings of the approach taken up for the teacher learn~ng, find_ing that ov~r
25 different theoretical frameworks were used by studies on video analysis
in teacher learning. The authors presented their findings around four interrelated aspects: (1) the nature of teachers' activity as they view classroom
videos, (2) the objectives of video viewing in teacher education and professional development, (3) the type of video viewed in teacher education and
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professional development, and (4) the effects of video viewing on teacher
education and professional development. In spite of the great wealth of positive outcomes found in their reviewed studies, one of their conclusions was
that there is a need to surface more about how video analysis can go beyond
teacher reflection to seeing it impact instructional skills. Like the other reviews, theirs identified a lack of clarity around the specifics of teachers' activity while watching video, as well as the objectives, the video content, and
the effect of video viewing on teachers. They too pointed out the importance
of facilitation as a necessary element in the process of carrying out video
analysis.
In their recent thematic synthesis, Orland-Barak and Maskit (2017) reviewed 80 articles published between 1990-2015 in terms of the purpose
for video viewing, the reported outcomes for learning through video, and
who carried out the facilitation. They posited that the mediation created by
a thoughtful facilitation process encourages reflective thinking that impacts
action, and outlined several approaches possible within a "video-based pedagogy" (p. 56). These include teachers creating classroom videos to focus
on particular instructional practices, participating in video clubs through
collaborative conversations, and video annotation with transcription as a
means to promote critical consciousness and self-awareness. They noted
that these approaches also range from more structured, guided viewing experiences to more open-ended conversations, with both generating different
aspects of teachers' reflexivity and noticing abilities. Yet they pointed out,
reinforcing findings from prior research reviews, that "there are very few
studies that focus on how mediating learning through and from video examination is actually implemented and applied in teaching" (p. 53).
Overall, these research reviews suggest that while video analysis appears to be promising as a teacher learning activity, teacher educators still
need to better understand how to mediate these activities, with attention to
purpose and context. Thus, the goals of this systematic review are (1) to
generate more refined knowledge about how facilitators carry out mediation
tasks through video in teacher education practices, in order to bring those
practices forward for the benefit of teacher educators, coaches, and all who
work to suppmt teacher development; and (2) to identify possible future directions for the research on video in teacher education by noting trends and
gaps in the literature. The research questions guiding our systematic review
include:
1. What are the contexts for the research on video analysis?
2. What are the stated purposes for the video analysis?
3. What facilitation structures and approaches are used to support
video analysis?
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METHODS
Selection and Organization of Studies
As seen in the prior research reviews, there have been many studies investigating video as a tool in teacher learning. For this review, we drew exclusively upon peer-reviewed journal publications (between 2~11 ~d ~016)
of empirical studies that explore facilitation of teachers' learn~ng via ;Ideobased activities. We explored the extent to which these studies provid~d a
description or protocols for the activities tai?~g plac~, so that sue~ practices
could be more easily implemented. Our position and mterest~ lay ~n the p~s
sibilities of video analysis to serve as a component of a mediated mteractwn
to deepen teachers' understanding of authentic classroom interactions and of
themselves, for their growth and empowerment. This ~ositio~al~ty led to ~ur
study selection process and our inclusion and exclusiOn C(Itena. To be Included in this review, each study had to meet the criteria indicated in Table 1.

Table 1
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
Inclusion Criteria

Exclusion Criteria

A. Available article published in a peerreviewed journal and written in English

A. Non-refereed publication, conference
paper, trade book, written in a language
other than English/or a book, book chapter,
dissertation or thesis/or full text not available

B. Published in six-year period between
201land2016

B. Published before 2011 or after 2016
C. Qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods empirical study
D. Focused on teachers' viewing videos of
practice in the context of teacher education
or teacher professional development
E. Featured video material was generated in
classroom lessons of K-12, adults, or peer
teacher candidates (microteaching)

C. Not empirical: a research review,
summary of recommended practices, or
anecdotal report
D. Focused on use of video outside of
contexts of teacher education or teacher
professional development

F. Subjects in video were

E. Featured video material that was commercially developed/uses staged clips/animations and not classrooms

in-service or pre-service K-12
teachers or educators of adults

F. Subjects in video were administrators,

G. Study focused on video analysis for the
purposes of teacher learning and development

coaches, mentors or supervisors rather than
teachers

Systematic Review of Research on Facilitation of Video Analysis

H. Study contained a replicable process for
facilitating or guiding teachers' review of
video
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G. Study focused on use of video as aresearch method, an assessment tool to evaluate teachers' understanding, or exclusively
for the purposes of the researchers and not
viewed by teachers
H. Study did not contain a replicable
process for facilitating or guiding teachers'
review of video

Strategy for Literature Search. The research team was comprised
of faculty from one urban college of teacher education, and included two
teacher educators, an education librarian, and an educational technologist.
We set up a joint Zotero account so that we did not duplicate our efforts and
could easily import citations, organize them, and have a shared searchable
database comprised of each identified article. Zotero is free and allowed
multiple users to add and edit citations shared in a group folder, whereas
other similar applications only allowed the folder owner to make edits.
We began by conducting a manual electronic search of four databases
(Academic Search Complete, ERIC, Education Source, and Professional
Development Collection) as well as searching in Coogle Scholar, using a
combination of the search terms "video analysis," "teacher education," "reflection," and "professional development." After a review of the publications
covered in the four major databases and Coogle Scholar, we determined
that, due to the significant overlap and replication of journals across databases, a full result set could be retrieved by searching in Education Source
and ERIC. In Education Source, multiple searches were conducted by using
the search terms in different combinations in abstracts, author-supplied keywords, or subjects. In addition, an ancestral search was also conducted by
cross-checking the reference lists of the reviews conducted by Gaudin and
Chalies (2015) and Orland-Barak and Maskit (2017).
Study Selection and Analysis. Our process, as outlined in Table 2,
involved four rounds of selection, reduction and analysis using the criteria
presented in Table 1.
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FINDINGS

Selection and Elimination Process

Round Qf
Review

2
3

4

Number of
Articles

Elimination/Categorization

392

Consisted of abstract review; elimination of 195 articles was
based on categories A, B, C and D.

197

Review was based on full paper review; elimination of 87
articles was based on categories E, F and G.

110

34

Consisted of full paper review (research team independently
coding, with consensus coding for disputes, with 95% interrater
reliability); elimination of 76 articles was based on category H.
Papers were reviewed at detailed level to ensure that they had
facilitation protocols and tools that enabled another researcher
to approximate or replicate their procedures for video analysis;
at this stage 2 more were eliminated.

In the first review, we distributed the total set of articles among us and
reviewed abstracts or full texts to remove studies that fell under exclusion categories A-D. The second review consisted of the whole team dividing the articles and further eliminating them based on exclusion categories E, F and G.
The third review process was much more in-depth and involved review
according to a detailed categorization schema in which each of the 110 articles' research was coded along ten dimensions: (1) journal title, (2) geographic location of the study, (3) grade level of pupils, (4) discipline area,
(5) context for teacher learning, (6) participant type, (7) facilitator, (8) focus
of the analysis, (9) learning theory cited, and (10) facilitation process of the
video analysis. During this third review, all four researchers independently
coded the first set of 50 titles based on the categorization schema, then compared coding. The inter-rater agreement for coding was 92.5%. Disagreements between the four coders were resolved through discussion and further review of the disputed studies. At that point, the remaining articles were
coded independently by the four authors using a shared document in Google
Sheets.
The fourth, additional review stage was an examination of the 34 articles which had been identified in the third stage as containing facilitation
procedures and protocols. These were identified and described to determine
patterns and commonalities.

The set of articles to be included for review at the third round of review (n=ll 0) appeared in a wide variety of journals. In all, 72 journals were
represented, with 18 featuring more than one article on video analysis for
teacher learning, as seen in Figure 1.

~~::::::::~1~~==: ~

'

TheNewEd=r
Technology,PedagngyandEducati>n ~ 2
TeachingEducalion ~
2 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __.1111111111
TeachingandTeacherEducalion
____
TeachersandTeaching:ThooryandPraelice
JournalofTechnology&TeacherEducation
JournalofTeacherEdu<ation
JoumalofResearchinScieoceTeaching
JournalofResearchinMusicEducalion
JournalofMatbemalicsTeacherEducalion
JournalofEarlyChildbood TeacherEducat:im
JournalofDigitlli.eaminginTeacherEducation
EURASIAJournalofMathematics,
ELTJoumal
Early Childhood EducationJournal
AustralianJonmalofTeacherEduGltion
AustralasianJoumalofEducat:imalTedmology

=

11
2
2

illllllllllllllllll!llllllllllllll!lllllll 4
._2

IJIIillll!lllll

2

~

2

4

Science&.g·
~ 2

2
2
2

3
2
0

2

4

6

w

8

u

Figure 1. Journals with two or more articles represented in the reviewed research.
The countries in which the research took place also varied, with articles
based on research conducted in the US far outnumbering published studies
in other areas of the world, as seen in Figure 2.
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Taiwan 118 2

Ireland - 3
3
Singapore UK - 3
Turkey- 4
Australia ~ 5

Germany IIIIIBS5
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Figure 2. Countries represented at least two or more times in the reviewed
research.
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The outsized number of US studies could be a result of the national
performance exam, the edTPA, requiring use of video, the connection of
many studies to mathematics reform based on US National Science Foundation work, the use of digital technologies in supervised teaching and the
turn to more clinically-based teacher education in the US generally. Additionally, many of the journals are also US-based publications and focus on
US teacher learning models such as professional learning communities and
self-development activities.
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Review of the participants in the included studies sheds some light on
the actors, fields of study, and contexts for facilitated video analysis.
Participants. The number of teachers who were part of the studies in
our pool ranged from 1 to 200. The average was 20, as most studies were
qualitative in nature, employing methods that require analytic methods that
are only feasible with small participant numbers. The very few studies with
larger participant numbers relied on survey data.
Of the teachers who participated in the reviewed studies, 54% were
pre-service (n=59), and 40% (n=44) were in-service. The remaining 6%
(n=7) combined pre- and in-service teacher participants. Studies were more
likely to have taken place in secondary settings (39%, n=43) than elementary settings (23%, n=25), but many studies addressed video facilitation
among combined elementary and secondary teacher participants (19%,
n=21). A small number of studies took place among early childhood teachers (7%, n=8) and several (12%, n=13) involved review of videos of microskill lessons delivered to teacher education classmates.
Fields of Study. Twelve different codes were assigned to articles, based
on the subject area/field of study of the teacher participants. Instances where
the study took place with teachers across subject areas was noted as well.
As seen in Figure 3, the higher numbers were in the fields of Mathematics,
Literacy, Science and TESOL.
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Figure 3. Teacher certification subject areas represented by participants in reviewed studies.
The relatively large number of studies among TESOL teachers (14%,
n=1?) could be explained by the fact that it is a global field of study occurnng at all age levels, and thus there is more opportunity for research to
be r~~rese~te~ across a broader group of researchers. There is also a strong
tradition w1thm TESOL research of reflective practice and the use of video
to support this. The largest number of studies (28%, n=31), however, came
fr~m the field of mathematics education. The mathematics reform agenda
dnven by a focus on students' mathematical thinking led to a variety of influential studies (e.g. Sherin & van Es, 2009; Borko, Koellner, Jacobs, &
Seago, 2011). These have advanced the work of professional development
featuring the examination of instruction via video records. A number of
these studies were supported by large-scale grants, which also led to their
being disseminated. The field of mathematics education in turn influenced
science teacher education, which employs many of the same approaches to
video analysis and contributed to 11% (n=12) of the reviewed research.
Learning Settings. Another contextual factor we examined was the
learning environment where the video analysis took place. As seen in Figure
4, v~deo analysis in the reviewed research primarily took place during professiOnal development/professional learning community (PLC) activities, or
during teachers' practicum/student teaching experience.
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These studies variously featured:
( 1) Videos of Unknown Others. Some videos used in video analysis studies featured teachers unknown to the teacher participants, such as can
be found either in publicly accessible websites, or curated from available videos of local teachers who were not part of the study group;
(2) Videos of Peers. These videos were generated and then shared among
and between teacher dyads or in small groups, filmed for the purposes
of interchange with other teachers in the study group; and Videos of
Self. Teacher participants sometimes provided the footage for analysis
by filming their own classrooms. These videos were viewed by the
participants, viewed by peers, or viewed by researchers.

5 -

o-• Pm::ticmfStolmt'Iloilcting

I

PD{POC

I

O!ll!Se/fieldwxk • O!mse,'Micm!Eading "~eniD~

Figure 4. Learning contexts for video facilitation represented in the research
reviewed.
These numbers roughly correspond to the type of participants (pre- and
in-service teachers), but do not exactly line up, as some in-service teachers
were taking courses or were in practica, and some pre-service teachers participated in professional development/PLCs designed for in-serv~ce teachers. Courses with video-based fieldwork engaged mostly pre-service teachers as did courses with microteaching assignments. Professional development and PLC activities almost always involved in-service teachers. A small
number of studies focused on the use of video for coaching or mentoring
in-service teachers as well.

As seen in Figure 5, the reviewed studies mostly featured studies where
teachers were observing videos of their own teaching and that of their peers.
This is likely because the purposes of the viewing were to improve teacher
practice. In the cases where video was used of others, it was generally to
create norms of classroom observation or to look for particular methodsspecific practices.
Self,PeerandOiherVideo ~SelfandOtherVidm

SelfandPeerVidm

~~

One of the first decisions researchers made in the reviewed studies was
the nature of the video material to be used. These choices encompassed considerations of content as well as length and quantity of video materials, de.
.
pending on the purposes for the video analysis activiti~s.
Content. First, deciding who would be featured m the video matenals
was important in the design of the video analysis tasks in the reviewed st~d
ies. Specifying who the teachers in the clips were directly rela:e? to the kmd
of analysis that was facilitated. Decisions were made ~~ facilitators abo~t
whether to use clips of exemplary footage or to use cntlcal or problematic
instances which are found in teachers' own classrooms.

11·····]·1····

.;.J.il

46

VideoofUnknownOther • • • • • 12
VideoofPeer -

Materials for Video Analysis as Represented in Reviewed Research

j

r

~~---~--~--=---.a--.a
..30-..a3535 40
10
5
15
20
25

VidmofSelf "'
0

II

45

so

Figure 5. Source of the videos observed in the research that was reviewed.
Several studies used more than one type of video in order to achieve
different ends at various stages of the professional learning designed for
teachers. For instance, Hennessy, Mercer and Warwick (2011) used video
of others to introduce dialogic classroom interaction methods when working with interactive white boards. Next, they asked participants to video
themselves for reflection, and then asked teachers to share those videos with
partners and with the researchers.
Length and Quantity. Another aspect of material selection of video
was the quantity and length of the video utilized in the study. These details
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were inconsistently reported in the reviewed studies. Approximately 25%
(n=27) of the studies had partial information, for example saying that the
teacher participants watched two videos-but did not specify how many
minutes long each video was. Forty-two percent of the studies (n=46) had
no information about the number of or length of the videos viewed by the
participants. Only 33% of the studies (n=37) reported specifically on the
quantity of videos used and the length of those videos. These studies described clips from 2-3 minutes up to about a full lesson length of 40 minutes. The average clip length among studies that had reported this was about
8 minutes. Whether teachers view several five-minute clips or entire 45 minute lessons is relevant to how the facilitation will be designed, and specifying number and length supports replicability.

Facilitation Approaches in the Reviewed Research
We defined facilitation of video analysis for this study as broadly as
possible in order to be inclusive of the multiple actors, settings, and structures that might engage teachers in analyzing video for the purposes of
learning and development. We included in our definition of facilitation any
move to generate feedback from teachers on the video material. This ranged
from open-ended writing prompts where teachers viewed their own videos and submitted their reflective writing to a professor, to semi-structured
viewing guides that accompanied a discussion within a group about a set of
video clips from the group's own teaching, to highly structured, clickable
video annotation tools that engaged teachers in examining videos of expert
teachers as a type of virtual fieldwork experience.
We examined facilitation of teachers' analysis of videos across the set
of studies in terms of five features: (1) who had designed the video analysis
tasks, (2) what theoretical framework informed the facilitation; (3) who had
actually responded to the video material in the study; (4) what the viewing
focus of the clips was; and (5) what type of task or structure was part of the
facilitation.
Facilitation Designers. In 100% of the studies included for review,
professors/researchers created and provided teachers with the video analysis
tasks in which teachers engaged. Even in borderline cases, such as Steeg's
(2016) study of a professional learning community where the researchers
observed the video-based sessions held by a teacher team, researchers facilitated the meetings and organized the inquiry into literacy practices even
if the teachers mostly carried out the conversation themselves. This may be
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because the responsibility of university-based faculty is to share their findings through scholarship, whereas school-based teacher leaders and clinical
faculty may be designing and facilitating such video inquiry regularly but
may not as often publish their work.
Theoretical Frameworks. Just as the studies hail from a range of
teacher education fields, they referenced a range of theoretical frameworks
for facilitating teacher learning through video, as was found by Gaudin and
Chalies (2015). Almost all of the studies explicitly named their theoretical
learning framework, and across the 110 studies, there were more than 20
different theories and theorists referenced. A couple of theories were only
mentioned once or twice, such as Mindfulness (Groschner, Seidel, Pehmer,
& Kiemer, 2014) and Positioning Theory (Vetter, Meacham, & Schieble,
2013). Other theories and theorists, such as the Learning to Notice framework and Professional Vision were mentioned in relation to almost every
study from the mathematics education field (e.g., Beswick & Muir, 2013;
Ho & Tan, 2013). In the field of TESOL, Reflective Practice was often referenced (e.g., Kaneko-Marques, 2015), and in literacy research on video,
sociocultural theories were almost always mentioned (e.g. Christ, Arya
& Chiu, 2012). This suggests that certain theories and theorists are being
linked to video analysis research that are familiar to authors because of their
appearance in other studies in their field.
However, some theories wove their way throughout a large majority of the studies, across the discipline areas. Three commonly mentioned
were: Communities of Practice theories (Lave & Wenger, 1991), Cognitive
Dissonance as a spark for teacher learning through video (Fuller & Manning, 1973), and Ethnography-the need for teachers to first learn to describe
before they evaluate (Good & Brophy, 1984). As the field of video analysis becomes more robust, there are increasing calls to generate theoretical
frameworks from the particular practices that are seen to promote teacher
development.
Video Responders. While most university-based researchers and professors designed the video-based facilitation, and usually reviewed and provided the feedback to teacher participants, they were not always the only
ones responding to the videos being presented in the studies, as seen in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Viewers of the videos in the activities featured in the reviewed research.
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A significant number of studies (18%, n~20) inv~lved s~ctures that
guided teachers to review and comment on_tl~etr own videos. Sh~htly m~re
studies (24%, n=26) involved teachers providing feedback o~ ~eir own VIdeos and to peers. The majority of studies involved the facilitator, when a
professor/researcher, also reviewing the video with the teacher (47%, n~52),
half of these including a peer as well. University-based field superviso~s
provided feedback along with self-revi:w in a few .studies (7%, n=8), and m
two studies (2%) teachers examined v1deo alongside a s~hool-based ~oach
or mentor. In only one study (Giin, 2012) were the pupils feat~red m the
video also asked to provide feedback, after training, about the VIdeo material that had been viewed by teachers, peers and the professor.
Viewing Focus. Teachers were provided direction in terms of what. th:y
should notice, attend to, and reflect on when viewing the video matenal m
the reviewed research. These foci are largely parallel to the ~elds of study
represented in the reviewed studies, but in most cases were umversal aspects
of teaching and learning, as seen in Figure 7.

In the majority of studies, instructions were fairly broad and invited
teachers to either comment on any aspect of their practice that drew their
attention, or on anything they found to be a critical incident or problematic
moment in the instruction. These were classified as "general teacher moves"
and constituted 41% (n=45) of the studies. In line with the fields of study
results was the focus on approaches to mathematics instruction, which was
featured in 19% of the studies (n=21). Classroom discourse was often a focus across the disciplines, as video analysis is especially suited for reviewing teacher and student talk by the possibilities it provides for transcription.
Culturally responsive practices were only an explicit focus in two studies (Estapa, Pinnow, & Chval, 2016; Vetter, Hartman, & Reynolds, 2016).
Perhaps because video analysis is still an emerging area, current trends in
teacher education will become more apparent in video analysis studies.
Mode of Engagement. Our review resulted in seven primary modes
of engaging teachers in reflection on video records of practice. We grouped
like-studies, arriving at the following definitions:
(1) Discourse Analysis. This involved teachers transcribing the speech
that took place in the video clip and carefully segmenting it in terms
of a guiding framework. For instance, Vetter, Meacham and Schieble
(2013) describe how pre-service teachers use discourse analysis to
critically reflect on how positions of power affect teacher identities.
(2) Group Discussion. Here, groups of teachers came together to discuss
video records of practice with the purpose of advancing their noticing
skills, for a particular purpose or to deepen methodological understandings, often called "Video Clubs" (vanEs, 2012), or "Video Learn-
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)
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ing Communities" (Baecher, Rorimer, & Smith, 2?12). Fo~ example,
Brantlinger, Sherin and Linsenmeier (2011) descnbe a senes of 16
weekly meetings among mathematics teachers preparing for National
Board Certification, who focused on their work fostering classroom
discourse.
Observation Rubric. These studies utilized a widely-known observation tool or created one for the purposes of their contexts, and asked
teachers to carefully review video of practice and rate the teaching in
the video-their own or others-according to the criteria on the provided rubric. An example is La Paro, Maynard, Thomason and ScottLittle's (2012) study of early childhood educators' video reflections
guided by Pianta, La Paro and Hamre's (2006) Classroom Assessment
Scoring System (CLASS).
.
One-on-One Reflective Learning Conversations. These studtes were
characterized by their use of conversations, usually between a supervisor or coach, to facilitate teachers' reflection on a le~son they
have taught. Studies such as Sydnor's (2016) explore the tmpac~ of a.
supervisory conference held when video is utilized to support dtalogtc,
collaborative talk.
Structured Viewing Guides. In these studies, a series of prompt questions were provided to teachers in order to help guide their viewing of
video either their own or that of others. These were usually completed
by te~chers on their own, prior to meeting with peers, a supervisor,
or the researcher. One example is from Deaton (2012), who used a
viewing guide and reflective framework to facilitate elementary-level
science teachers' examination of critical incidents in their lessons.
Online Video Annotation. These studies supported teachers' observations of their own and other lessons via interactive programs designed
for online review. These programs were designed by the authors and
usually involved features such as time-stamping, comment-boxes, and
guiding checklists. Colasante (2011) shares a video annota~i~~ tool
which facilitated reflection on teaching and assessment acttvtttes of a
physical education pre-service course.
.
Reflective Writing. More extensive than the shorter responses reqmred
from Structured Viewing Guides, Reflective Writing involved participants in consistent and elaborated writing as a way to process teachers'
thoughts about seeing their practice on video. For instance, ~ayant:s.
(2014) study ofTESOL teacher candidates employed reflective wnting
as a facilitative process to draw out their reflections on practice, identity, and lesson design as they reviewed videos from micro-teaching
episodes.
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These seven modes were represented differentially across the studies,
as seen in Figure 8, and several studies combined more than one approach.
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Figure 8. Types of facilitation structures utilized in the reviewed research.
For instance, 10 studies combine Reflective Writing (W) in advance of
Guided Discussion (GD), and 5 combine Reflective Writing following use
of an Observation Rubric. The Structured Viewing Guide (SVG) appeared
in 26 studies, and in 11 of those was the only facilitation technique mentioned whereas in the remaining 15, it was combined with Reflective Writing (W), Guided Discussion (GD), or a Reflective Learning Conversation
(RLC). Discourse Analysis (DA), Online Video Annotation Tools (OVA)
and Observation Rubrics (OR) were less frequently used as mediating approaches, perhaps because they require more intensive set-up for faculty designers and teacher users.
From these data, it is clear that that the most commonly used approaches
were Guided Discussions and Structured Viewing Guides, which depended
on skilled facilitators. While the facilitative moves involved in leading guided discussions have been explored in thoughtful ways (e.g., vanEs, Tunney,
Goldsmith, & Seago, 2014), they are also elusive to duplicate as they are
highly responsive and situated. Coles (2014) provided an honest self-examination of the artistry and humanism involved in guiding teachers through reflective video analysis, which hints at the inherent challenge in making those
discussion moves reproducible or reliable for replication studies.
Format. We also examined whether these facilitation approaches took
place face-to-face with a facilitator, were done online with interaction with
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the facilitator, or if they were carried out independently by the teachers and
then submitted for review. We discovered that the vast majority of the studies employed face-to-face facilitation (69%, n=76), either as the principal
facilitation format or in combination with online or solo review. About 18%
of the studies (n=20) exclusively used online formats and about equally
another 13% (n=14) exclusively reported on tools that facilitated teachers'
video review via solo reflection. This suggests that while online formats are
increasingly used in teacher education, video analysis may still lend itself to
face-to-face facilitation due to the sensitivities and scaffolding required for
its enactment.
Protocol Type. Finally, we analyzed the reviewed literature to identify
the particular facilitation guidelines or protocols provided in the studies. We
began by assigning each study to a level of structure. Level of structure refers to the type of instructions and control over the video analysis task as
referenced in the studies, with four categories: highly structured, semi-structured, responsive, and unstructured, and is presented in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Types of protocols for facilitation utilized in the reviewed research.
Twenty-three percent of the studies (n=25) were coded as utilizing
Highly Structured (HS) observation tasks, such as the use of provided rubrics or reflective writing tasks with set prompts. Thirty-eight percent of
the studies (n=42) were coded as having Semi-Structured (SS) observation tasks, such as guided discussions that began with a few pre-planned
open-ended questions and then became more organic to the flow of the
participants' responses, or video annotation tasks that guided the vie~er
but only to a limited extent. Twenty percent (n=22) were coded as havmg
a Responsive (R) approach, which involved use of a generic set of interactional norms but then depended on the facilitator to respond in the moment
to teacher contributions; and 19% (n=21) of the studies were coded as Unstructured (U), which was assigned to studies when there did not appear to
be any planned prompts other than instructions for teacher participants to
reflect or respond to the video material.
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Protocol Availability. Finally, in our fourth and additional round of
review, we returned to all of the analyzed studies that had been coded as
using a highly-structured or semi-structured protocol to determine whether
the particular facilitation guidelines or protocols were actually provided in
the studies. We excluded studies that had been categorized as Responsive or
Unstructured, and examined only the ones that had claimed to use a structured approach to see how available those protocols were for the purposes of
study approximation or replicability. Studies were then dichotomously coded in regards to the sufficiency of information provided, in two categories:
(1) Insufficient (I) were studies which provided vague, incomplete, or inadequate information to approximate or replicate the procedures for facilitation in the study. In some cases, the studies provided partial information,
from which one could imagine how the procedures for facilitation could be
replicated, but not enough to confidently do so. Of the 61% (n=67) of the
studies that described employing a highly- or semi-structured protocol, we
~oded about 52% (n=35) as providing insufficient information for replicatiOn.
(2) Sufficient (S) studies provided specific, complete information to closely
approximate or replicate the study. The studies coded as sufficient provided
the procedures as well as the tools to approximate or replicate the video observation and analysis processes described. The structured viewing guides
or reflection prompts had to be included in the article or publicly available
via non-broken web links. This final group of studies (n=32) is presented
in Appendix 1, coded with the facilitation structures they employed. Only
this set of studies provided enough detail to allow for others to attempt their
video analysis facilitation.

Patterns in Facilitation Structures. The studies (n=32) which provided sufficient information to be replicable-given some flexibility-were
finally reviewed for themes or patterns. Facilitation that relies on discussion
and spontaneous interactions are not ones that can be readily made transparent to readers, and while essential to teacher education, were outside of our
focus when looking for reproducibility in this final round of review. Instead,
these studies relied on structured viewing guides and planned reflective
writing prompts, in combination with guided discussion groups.

The majority of studies in this final group employed a structured viewing guide (n=25, 78% ), with eight of those 25 also incorporating reflective
writing. Fifteen studies (47%) used only reflective writing. Of the remaining
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studies in this group, eight (25%) utilized group discussion and six (19%)
used an observation rubric. It is clear from this group of studies that the
structured viewing guide with group discussion are the most frequently employed facilitation structures.
The amount and type of structure, guidance, and feedback on the various aspects of the video analysis varied among the studies. From a technical
standpoint, only two of the 32 studies included guidance for the teachers
in the video-recording process (Ajayi, 2016; Joseph & Brennan, 2013). In
terms of guiding the teachers' viewing of the videos, two studies incorporated a pre-assessment of teachers' observational skills (Baecher & Jewkes,
2014; Baecher & Kung, 2011) while the remainder had the teachers move
directly into viewing and discussing videos. The number of videos viewed
ranged from 1-10 in these studies. Additionally, these studies demonstrate
a range of specificity in the directions given to teachers on how to view and
write about the videos they viewed. In Roller's (2016) study the teachers
wrote unstructured reflective responses, while Payant (2014) and Santagata
& Guarino (2011) offered slightly more structure by providing open-ended prompts for teachers' reflective writing. On the more specific end of the
spectrum, McDuffie et al. (20 14) introduced lenses for guidance in viewing
the videos, with teachers writing reflections and holding small group discussions. Even more specific guidance is offered in Pelligrino & Gerber's
(2012) study in which teachers were trained on an evaluation instrument,
then recorded video and analyzed it using the instrument.
Regarding feedback to teachers, two of the studies offered feedback
from experts only (Ajayi, 2016; Endacott, 2016) while many others incorporated feedback from peers and experts together (eg. Arlsan & Yalcin,
2012; Joseph & Brennan, 2013; Kennedy & Lees, 2016; Kleinknecht &
Groschner, 2016). The feedback was sometimes given in person and other
times employed technological tools like VoiceThread (Kennedy & Lees,
2016) and vShare (Kleinknecht & Groschner, 2016).

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE
We believe that the capacity for research on video analysis to inform
teacher educators and practitioners is essential, and is what motivated us
to begin this systematic review of the research. Like all of the authors we
reviewed, our perspective is that video is a powerful tool to foster teacher
learning when used within thoughtfully designed tasks. What we and others
have noted, however, is that the "reinventing the wheel" phenomena is oc-
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curring because published studies have not provided enough detail about the
processes involved. As Danielowich (2014) states, "despite the large body
of work describing what teachers learn from reflecting about video, we still
know very little about how video-based protocols support that learning" (p.
265). We as a research and practitioner community can only benefit from
greater transparency in our descriptions of our facilitation methods when
engaging teachers in video analysis. Without this clarity, we cannot advance
the work and make determinations about questions such as whether more
loosely or more tightly structured prompts best promote teacher thinking;
whether teachers need to first learn to observe via video before successfully
analyzing their own; or determine length, content, and frequency of video
analysis to make a difference in teacher practice.

Implications for Research
Based on our findings, there are a number of possibilities for future
researchers to keep in mind when describing their work with teachers and
video analysis. These all include much greater specificity in reporting on the
details of the processes involved. For example, in regard to materials, incorporating a section of the paper in which the video materials utilized in
the study are clearly described in terms of their content, origin, length, and
quantity would help researchers attempting to design similar interventions.
In terms of facilitation tools, providing readers with the actual prompt questions, protocols, observation rubrics, graphic organizers, or other tools if
those are used also helps researchers understand that it is not just the video
materials that need description, but also the facilitation materials.
Clarifying facilitator roles would show greater sensitivity to the diversity of readership, as in many studies it is difficult to ascertain whether the
facilitator is a visiting professor serving in a consulting role but known to
the teachers, an employee of the school hired by the university, as terms like
consultant, coach, mentor teacher, etc. are used at times in different ways
in different settings. Describing the timeframe of the facilitation in terms
of how long participants have to view the video, how many times they do,
and how long the facilitated time was, whether done individually by teachers writing reflections or the length of live guided discussions is essential to
attaining a higher degree of transparency in the intervention approaches that
are described.
To help to establish video analysis of teaching as its own area of teacher lea.rning worthy of specialized theories of action, researchers could begin
to build on each other's work in more direct ways. This can only happen

208

Baecher, Kung, Ward, and Kern

when studies are presented with the level of detail needed to make sense of
the findings and design for future studies. Using a framework to review the
studies shared in the research community on video analysis of teaching that
includes the elements we unpacked in carrying out this systematic review
would advance this field of studies. These specific elements are presented in
Table 3.

Table 3

Systematic Review of Research on Facilitation of Video Analysis

Structure of the engagement

Was the analysis task highly-structured, semistructured, responsive, or unstructured?

Availability of protocol

If the task was highly- or semi-structured, do
the researchers provide sufficient information
to approximate or replicate the procedures for
facilitation presented in the study?

Measures of impact

If reflection is the outcome of the video analysis, how is it measured? Is there investigation
of impact on teacher practice?

Checklist of Elements for Research Studies on Video Analysis in Teaching
Aspect of the study:

Questions for the research study to answer:

Geographic location

Where does this study take place?

Grade level of pupils

Who are the learners in these videos?

Discipline area

What is the field of study of participant teachers?

Context for teacher learning

Are the teachers participating in a course, in a
school-based professional development group,
or other context?

Participant

Are these pre- or in-service teachers? What is
their prior experience with video analysis?

Facilitator and feedback

Who is designing and who is leading the
professional development with video? Who
is providing teachers feedback on their own
video?

Focus of the analysis

What is the focus of the video analysis?
General teacher moves or discipline-specific
inquiry?

Materials

How many videos, of what length, and featuring which teachers and which types of footage?

Learning theory cited

What theories of teacher learning are being
employed?

Mode of engagement with the video
analysis

Did the facilitation engage teachers via discourse analysis, group discussion, observation
rubrics, coaching conversations, structured
viewing guides, online video annotation or
reflective writing?

Format of engagement

Was the interaction face to face, online, or
independently carried out?
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These measures would enable individuals to more readily re-create
some of the successful prior studies for the benefit of their participants, and
collectively advance the field. There are still so many unexplored questions,
such as which type of video, for which audiences, through which processes,
have which kinds of effects on teachers' actions in their planning and instruction. It is not enough to simply report that video impacts reflection.
Without greater transparency demanded of these studies, we will continue to
have a clouded understanding of this seemingly powerful tool.

Implications for Practice
Findings from this synthesis point to a number of usable directions for
those engaged in teacher education and development. First, it is clear that
there is a need for more practitioner leadership in the area of video analysis of teaching. All of the video analysis in these studies was designed,
facilitated, and researched by university-based faculty. As video analysis
becomes more of a routine element in teacher learning, perhaps its use will
become less "intervention-study-like" and more authentic and on-going in
nature. Teacher leaders, clinical teacher educators, and coaches can be invited into the design and research of this type of professional development
and lend their voices to the findings.
Additionally, video analysis seems ideally suited for one-to-one coaching interactions, and yet there were few studies of its use in these contexts
in our review. Situating video in a longer-term cycles of teacher learning,
such as reflection-analysis-growth plans-re-assessment, can help teacher
educators see the connections between video analysis and impact on teachers' instructional practices, not just on their thinking. While peer feedback
in structured groups was featured in many studies, less is known about what
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supervisors/coaches can do to exploit the potential of video during video
feedback sessions. The professional development of supervisors/coaches
is an important area of practice to develop that could evolve in relation to
video analysis facilitation practices.
Another implication of our review for teacher education practice is the
need for more experimentation with facilitation processes. As facilitation
becomes more clearly outlined in research studies, it can become generative of continuing innovation in teacher educators' work with video. For
instance, our review suggested that some facilitation of video takes place
online, while the bulk still occurs in face-to-face settings. Teacher educators working in online environments could try video analysis both asynchronously and synchronously, for instance exploring the possibility of facilitating using online conference rooms with all participants in different locations
(but online at the same time) to promote face-to-face benefits but within distance learning.
Facilitation that involves learner perspectives and feedback could add
another element to the process, as almost no studies invited in the pupils'
point of view. Incorporating other elements of teaching and student learning, such as lesson plans and student work products could be connected to
the video analysis and enrich those conversations. Protocols that are already
familiar to teachers, such as observation rubrics and student work sample
review criteria, could be connected to video review and extend those areas
which have been as to date less-developed.
If research on video analysis for teacher learning provided a consistent
set of information in its description of methods, participants, and intervention design, this research would become even more useful for teacher educators who wish to interpret findings and reproduce successful initiatives.
Some of the information is critical-for instance, the number of videos
watched and the length of those videos was left unstated in nearly 70% of
the studies we reviewed. Only 50% of the studies which provided protocols
provided enough information about them as to make them usable for future
researchers and practitioners. If research on video analysis is to truly inform
practice, then both the facilitator-reader and researcher-reader's needs must
be kept in mind.
Video analysis is in high use, is extensively researched, and widely promoted, yet its potential to deepen teacher self-awareness and improve pedagogy is just unfolding.
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Teacher preparation programs are facing increased demands
to link pre-service teachers to expert teachers. Literature has
highlighted that utilizing accomplished teacher videos has the
potential to buttress pre-service teachers' professional learning. Over the last decade, several platforms have been developed that offer expert teacher videos and provide windows
into expert practice. In general, though, the current videobased systems are limited because they do not shed light on
the teacher's thinking, planning, analysis, and reflection from
the accompanying video. This article examines the efficacy of

